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that PCC seemed to have an impact on the children enrolled, though 
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INTRODUCTION ^ 




The Pareni;:rCh3^d ^Cente:^ (pdc) program \^^s initiated in 
1968 as d national demonstration^ - 3$ie program is- administered 
through -Project Head Start, ujader the Office of Child 
Development (DCD) ^ • It i^s .designed to meet the needs of lo^r- 
income children and their parents* The formal PCC ob- 

jective^ established at the National level, as it rebates to 

* . - ■ ^ ■ ; <• ' 

children, is: to maximize, the child's inherent talents and* 
potentialities? through enhancement of ^ his health andf his in- 
tellectual, .a^ciai and emotional development. In order \to 
achieve this objective, all ePCCs have a childrenjs education 
component, a health component, a nutrition component, and a 
social service component. ' ^ > ^ ^ 

This is a report of tests administered to children at ^ 

i . . ^ . - — . 

fourteen Parent-Child Centers (PCCs) betv/een November, 1972 

and July 1973. Previous reports have dealt v/ith the major' 

"•focus q,f the' two-year evaluatiojn study of the p£cs, namely, 

PCC impaj::t on parents."'" Therefore the findings presented in 

' this report are relate^J only to outcomes expected as a function 

'of the children's education domponerit. This component varies 

in its implementation from one PCC to the other. At some PCCs,. 

children participate in an in-Center program; at others, ^ 

children are worked with in their own homes; at some, the PCC 

provides both forms\ of intervention. In-Center programs range 

^ — ^ ^ ^ ^ 

JL ► • i 

^,The impact of. the Heid'^ S^tart Parent-^Child Center Program 

"on parents V a final report. ' , f 



from two hours a v/eek per child t© 40 hours a week p^r^chMd. 
Home interventiDn programs* involve either one or two visits 
per week for approximately one hour per visit. There rs > 
tremendous variability among ^VpCs not only in terms' of the 

number of hours of "intervention, per week^ but also in terms 

« • - . ^ 

of the/ kind"^ of program offered. Som^ programs use a highly 



strtbcturerd sequenced /approach and otljiers use, a more geneiral 
developmenfcaL-af fective apprpach. Regardless of the nmiiber 
of 'hours- ^of contact qr the^4type of program implemented, all 
PfiCs are designed to have an impact on tlje co^^'hitive function--- 

\ ^ , . ' . ■ - G • ' - 

jbng* of the childr^ja. whom "f^ey serv^* ^ . 

Chil<9.ren ages 3.0 - 4,11 have .been tested by PCC staff 

at fourteen Centers, using the • 'Prescjioor-^^ Inventory \and the, , 

Denver Developmental Screening Test. " PCC children in' this 

' -.^ .> 

'age range are graduating from the program. The,tesJ: scores^ 

^ f\ •' \^ * ■ 

of the graduates are compared to .the norms^ for each of the ^ 

^ I- 
tests m order to see whether PCC graduates are ^f unC:tj.oning , 

nat^-ar-^evel- wltiehr is coimnensura.t^ with,\br l^etter tlrfan, the 
functioning of children in normative group^s. Because** of ^ 
tile' lack of a control group from 'within the same community, 

-*he Ipvel of perfori/ance of PCC children cannot, be^^ directly . 
atta^ibuted to PCC. However, the' data ISo provide a pict^e 

of how PCC children are^f unctioning in 'several important 

" ■» . 

areas. It was not possible to obtain a matched control 
■ - . • { 

'^^roup because of the -difficulty'^ and expense involved in 



-2- 

' ' j 

O'opon ' 
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contactiiig non-PCC participants. In addition, the com-- 
pairability of children whose mothers 'cho^e to bring them -^"^ 
to PCG and children whose mofehers 'do not choose ;to partici- \ 
pate is guestforiable. . ' ^ 



C03]npar;LSonS are presented between ]P.CC children and the ^ 
norms obtained from the stand,ardization 'sample for each " 

tesf^and between^ PCC children and those recruited for the OCD 

^ ■ i> ■ ■ . - ' 

Home^ Start Program in the fall of 1972. Home Start children 

^ - . • • ■ V, 

(ages .3--6) we;re tested in the fall" of 1972 prior to their 

''entrcmce into program, as part of an ongoing evaluation of 

that procfram beifig ^conducted by the , High/Scope .Foundation,.. , 
, . , . " n « ' • . 

' and A6t Associate;^. The^iHbme Start projects resemble the 

■ n ■ • 

PCCs in thatr^ they are located in urban and rural commxmi- ' ° 

tie& and are designed to meet ^the needs of a Icfw-inConie popul 

tion." Thus^ the Home Start cl^ldr&n, tested prior to 'their • 

involvement in any program, coristitute an ^appropriate' com- ^ 

. pariso.n ■ group for the PCC children' desp±€'e the fact that 

they do npt come^-from ,the same corniriunities However, it 

should 'be clear that PCC children had the advantage of 

'•••»' ' 
being tested by people who- were w^ll known to th^m, whereas 

Home Start children^ we^e testeci by community ^ residents who 

made. onXy one previous visit to the child' sjhome. 

It should be deal:, however, that using testers wjio 
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are faiyiliar with the children and have a» stake in .trie. PCC 
program runs^ t:he risk that children could be coached fpr the 
/ test and that eveh during testing^ in. the case of • anibiguous^ 
answers, the benefit of the doubt would alv/ays be given to 
the child. bespite these reservations , taking all avail- 
^ able options into , account , it was decided that coitiparison ' 
. v;ith the norms for t^acij" test anvl with^the pre-proyrani Hoiaa 

fTcxrt. childr^ri would -constitute the mo^t metliodologicfally 
... * ' ' ' " - 

sound 'design for ^ the , evaluation of the impact of PCC'^ on the- 

cognitive functioning* of its children. : v. 
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X/^ '\ Ghooding the test ' ijxst:rument:s 



• i'he -test instruments used in this ■ eValuation had to 
meet three criteria* Theiy had to be: 



Easily admizxis-cerecl 



Relevant and appropriate , 



Coi^parable to tests used in the Home Start Evaluation 



Eas^ of' administfatioTi was important 'because the -^ests 
were administered by PCC st^ff member s^ho performed the 
tesdting^ in ^addition to their routi^ne /responsibilities at th4 
center. ^ For thia. reasan CCR couid not schedule *a large battery 
6f tests, "each tel^t measuring a ^specific aspect of behavior or 
development. Ease of administration thus include^ not only a 
considerafti\)n of the level of skill nee^ded^to give the test, . 
or the duration o:& the test, but the jDurden it ,j would place 
on the PCC p*ogSkm. it wks important Ife^ use PCC staff for 
the testing so that children could be tested as they rea'ched 
tshe agdyof three. As testing was spread out throughout" the • 
^tire program year, it would not have been pra"ctj^cabl©rAto • . 
utilize' non-PCC coinmunity "te sterns. 



fk. I-l 



■ ) %^ i 1 



Oncfe the validity /'reliability-/ and ease- of admj-nistrar 
tioa were investigated and established*, the content of each 
potential test was -scrutinized to ensure that: the test was 
measuring precisely those areas ^f .functioning relevant tp 
fCC: ParticLul^rly as the test battery had to be^lilnited ' . 

in size, it ^becaiae crucial to exclude tests with*" "surplus 
\^ineaning.;i^ ' . , ^ ' ' . - 

i Special cons icjerat ion was given to the cfijterion that 

..-4 ^1 ' V 

PCC study" results b^' comparable -with thbse from the Home^ 
Starii: &tudy. ' As v/as discussed in tfie introduction to this o ^ 
.repott, it w^^not feasible ±,0 develop a control group. 



Problems of gainii|g entre into non-PCC homes, non-comparability 
^ , • . ' " . * ^* " 

between joirfers and non-*-joiners/ a^ad between PCC childrenv 

' X. . , . ^ \ / 

familiar with the tester and control children unfamiliar with \ 

the tester, ^fed to th@ conclusion tljat no control group vppuld 

^,be adequate, Tn th^ ' absenpei of-' a "control group, a pre and 

- ' I ^ ^ • • 

po^t-test design cauld not be implemented as tl^ effects of 

maturation could not be separated from those of program input- 

Since the evaluation relied on- one data point (tegt>scores 

of children whp reached the age Of 3) y it was. felt tha.t com- 

parability .with the evaluation of the Home Start ProgjCcim was 

particularly desirable. Comparisons are made with data frpm^ tho 

fall '1972 testing of Home St art^ children, a time priop^to the 

■ 

inception of actual program. , , ' \ 

' Th^ tests chosen for the PCC evaluation were the Dc^nvor 

Developmental Screening. Test (DDST) and the Preschool 



Inventor^ j(PSI) . These* instrument^ ihet the above stated 
set of driteria: ^they measured areas relevant to the^tudy' 
with accej?table/degree of reliability, they could be ■ , 
\ administered by persoQS n'cJt formaAy trairi^d" in the .child 
testing field, and they were being used the Home Start 
?tudy. . ' ■ • . 

The. DDST in its original form- is comprised of 105 . 

developmental items for "use", ^ith- childjfen "fcrom two weeks to 

si5c year.s of age. The vers io^i used^ by both CCR and 'High/ 

.. Scope 'consists 6f 22 items appropriate for use with children 

° . ■ ■ \ . ■ . ^ ■ ^ ., 

-three "to. five yea^cs of age.. In addition , to 22 items admin- A 
. ; - '(i . ■ ■ ■ ' ' ■ ■ . . . ,., 

istered to the' child, 8 pferson^^-sodial- items to l)e' asked 

^ of the parent are included. " The DDSI!. measures four specific 
• • ' ' . ' ■ '■' -' ■ . ■ 

areas: fine motor development, gross motoB^ development; ■• 

\ ' ' \ '■ .' ' '..„■' ^ ■ " " 

lahguage deve^'opment, and per^onal^social development. 
. ■ , p \ • • X ■ ♦ 

Bj^cause of the relationship established iDetWeen tester and 

child in the PCC program and because. of the difficulties that 

■ ■ ' ' ' . • * " 

would arise in attempting to have all- parents' present -at * ^. 
"the tiirie^their children were spheduled f9r testing, the ^ 
tester, or the PCC teacher with most knowledge of the child, 

complied the personal -^social portion of the test* 'HowWer, 

. ' " - ^ , \. ■ . ■ . »• , <fe. ,. ' ■ 

when'ever possible, parents v/ere the respondents to this 
' section's questions'. ' , r ' 

VChe • Preschool Inventory is designed to tes± cognitive 
development in areas related to success in, school: For both 
the PCC ^and Hoftie Start \studies , . the 32 item edition of tfi^-^ 



'6 



* . . . '1-3 



instrumenf^^waSv^used t 



2*0 The, participating Centers ' 
^ Fourteen Parent ^Child Centers participated in the child 

• ^ . ' ^ ^ ' ■ . . 

testing portion of the impact ^ study. Included in this giroup 
vere -the seven PCCs that had been part of the study of 
impact on parents and the seven PCCs with Advocacy Components 
Thus, the saitiple pf Centers v/as comprised o£ the following 
programs: J 

. / ■ ■ . • ■ 

Atlanta PCC ^ Baltimore PCC/AC 

• ■ /-Detroit "PCC - / Boston PCC/AC 

Harbor City PCC ' Cleveland PCC/AC 

. Menomonie PCC Huntington PCC/AC 

Mt. Carmel PCC ; Jacksonville PCd/AC 

Pasco PCC - La Jiinta PCC/AC 

Eft, Louis PCC . Leitchfield PCC/AC 

The decision to incorporate the PCC/ACs into the 
study design rather than seven different programs was based 
on two factors: (1) through th^ CCR evaluation of the 
Advocacy Components, ongoing, working relationships had ^ 



hie 



en established; and (2) as p^rt of this evaluation 
vCCR staff members would be visiting these PCC/ACs, thus 
enabling them to provide on-~3ite assistance to testers and 

monitoi progress without further expenditure of funds or 

/ .,. ^ ■ ' , 

time. / , - ' 

. ■ ■ . /' . ■ ■ . 

The testers 

■ — "="1 — ' . • . 



Directbrs of participating PCCs j/ere asked to -choose 
two persons for participation in^^the CCR Training Conference. 
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These persons v/ould then be, responsible for testing all 
children included in- the CGR sample. • While CCR did not 
stipulate which persons should be chosen from each Center, 

it was suggested that directors select persons who either 

■ . ■ <^ ■ 

worked directly with the children or who were familiar 
with the children. ' 

Twenty-eight PCC staff members attended the Training /.■ 

Conference in November, 1972. Approximately 60% of these 

persons were prof essiongils: education coordinators , head 

teachers, nurses, and data coordinators. The remaining 

persons were paraprof essional^s , most of whofti were class- 

room teachers or home iRtstructors . During the coujrse of 

the testing period^ from , December / 1972 to July, 1973, , 

three persons either terminated their employment at PCC or 

relinquished their position as testers. These persons 

did, however, train their replacements who. were then super- 
• * " - > • <5 

vised, on site, /by CCR ^taff . c, , * 

■ . 

2.2 The trainers . ' 

1 Eight CCR staff members acted as trainers.- Each had 

had experienc{3 .>7ith children and had acted as supervisors 
or trainers in similar*^ situations. 

>- 

Trainer preparation- took several forms. The /project 
director and manager attended a training session on the DpS^T 
and PSI conducted by High/Scope ^^Foundation and Abt Associates. 
Videotapes developexi for use at these sessions were borrowed 



^for thfe CCR training conference. ' Those persons then -actsd - 
• as trainers f or '-the other CCR staf^ membex^ . Numerous group 
an4 individual training sessions wer§. doijdudted at. ths Center 
f or.. dommunity Research using the materialsShat were later ^ 
preseSite^d at the . conf erence . y 



.3.0 The .. Training 'Conference • ^'t . ' ' C 

The three day training session was held from Nq^ember ' 
27 - 29, 1972 at' the Holiday Hills .Conference Center in " ^ i 
Pawling, New York. ' ■ 

• " » - " 5 

Both group and individual training sessions were cop- 
ducted. During the fi3:st session, the rationale and' phil- 
osophy'pf both the tests and the testing program'=*were dis- 
cussed. Some of the issues raised during tljis session in- 
eluded possible cultural biases in the tests, . the issue of 
■ confiden^ality, and the need ier standardized tests.. 

f> The individual tests uPe re then introduced to the group. 
Each item was reviewed- with regard to what it was measuring, 
how it should b^ administered, what materials were oiee'ded, ■ 
and how the item 'should be scored. cCR staff members -r6le 
played^ tester and chiM for both the PSI and the I?DSt". This 
session^* served to fami'Uarize testers with specific, tech- ' 
niques, and to: alert them to the variety of respoi/ses ,,and ' 
•actions that could result. The degree to which this in- 
tro^uctory group session provided a working bSs/s for mors " 



/ intensive- training was brought out during a group vi^w- 
iijL^r of the High/Scope - Abt, Associates video-tap^s. These 
€ape'6 ^showed the admini'stration of both the PSI and 'the DDST. 
Watching the tapes ^ testers *were able to sight errors in ^ 

•^administration and to (^oxapsixe and discuss, scoring rationale. 

^ .. • i» • ^ «<• * . . ' , " ■ 

• - . ■ » »■ t* ' • . . 

Fo^lowirig this gr>aup session^^ traxners Qonducted indi-^ 

viduali!zed instruction'. ' Four testers were as5,igned to each ' 

tjtorati^er f or the - duratibnTfof the Conference. During these 

smaller sessions^ testers were given the opportunity to role 

play both tester and child under the . supervision of the 

* ^r^iner. The .tes^s and role" playing wer^ repeated numerous 
. * ■ 

ti'mei&'^So that there v/as ample opportunity to check the. 

reliability of the testers' scoring and administration^ 

The iast day of the Training Conference vas devoted to 
testing children. Arrangements were made^ through the manage- 
' ment of the Conference site to^ have children, ages 3 years 

to 4.11 years, available for testing. There was one child • 

^ ■ ■ ; ■ ^ » 

for each of the seven training groups so that two -testers 
could actually administer a test while all testers ' could 
score. ' ' - 

. ^ .5 . 

" ■ . ' . ■ .. ,' . 'li' . 

3.1 Fbllow-up to the Training Conference 

\ Fpllow-up to tlie Training Conference ^tpok the £orm of . 

- mail and telephone correspondence and on-site visits." 
At the close of the Conference/ te0^:ers were asked to 



begin testing as soon after their return- as possible. 
.While Six mpnths were allotted for testing ^ CCR felt that h 



it was important for testers to begin using their new 

skills ^soon after training. Each -tester was asked 4fco iffeil 

their first five tests to qCR as soon §s they were completed 

and tfxen to continue mailing tests at tlie end of each week. 

• • ■ ' ■ . a- . „ .. .• 

As the.first tests were recei?wed, th^y were carefully ' 

reviewed by CCR staff members. Letters concerning scoring 

techniques were sent to the testers. In most cases, the 

tests were in order and letters were sent only to obtaih'S - 

p.uch infoannation as the date of the child ^s. enrollment in 

pec or th^ like. In the instances wj^re technical errors 

were made^ testers Were telephoned so thali such errors 

v/ould not ^be repeated in the time ift would take for thfe ' ' 

arrival of a 'letter. While follow-up wa:^ most ii^ense 

diijilig l:his initial period ^ ^correspondence between tester 



and trainer was ongoing throughout the testin^g period* • 

, ■ ' • . .. 

During the course of the testing period , it was 
decided that revision should be made in the Denver Develop- 
mental Screening Test* This decision v/ap made in conjuiiction 
with Dr. Frankenburg^ the originator pf the DDST, his 
associates^ an^the staff of the High/Scope Foun^tion. ' 
Testers •we^e. asked to stop using the DDST until they 
received the hewly revised instrument. The changes that 
werfe made cm the Denver were not so major as to require a ' 
second training conference; testers were mailecf the new 



L 
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test with, a cpmprehensive manual. Issue of the revised 
DpST QoincldGd with. CCR site visits to the PQC Centers. 
Thus > at th.e point at which, these ne^ tests were to be 
^ ^ adminislE^ired,. :Pg^R Staff wa^ available to ^proyide technical 



assistance^ ^ • ' ■ cr. 




4^0 Testing 

. r". ^ <o . ■-. ■ , 

4*1 Who vaB: t^st^d- • ^ • • , \ 



^ All PCC children ^t study programs who were be%een 

the ages of 3 and 4 y^^rs 11 months \gere to be schedules 
for testing. At most PCCs, 3 year qlds are "graduating" 
^ from the program into Head Start. Thus, tests would measure 
. the effects of program input when compared to. similar 
' children Vho had not been through a program, i.e'. , the .chrj^dren 
iil^the ^andardiz at ion sample of each test and Home Stabt/ 
'participants.^ ^ \ ' ^ / 

-^Kt the point at which testing began ^ tester^' were ' 
, asked to submit their programs^ enrollment roster to CCR. .• 
. At that timev the total enrollment of the 14 p^rticij^ting 
PCCs was 1,382 dhildren Capproxilmately 99 'childr^/PCC) . 
Of these children, 545 or 39%'weie between 3 years and 4,11 
years and eligible for testing." As can be seen from the^ 
table below, not- all eligible children were tested,, nor 
were all i:ests subm'^tted vaX 
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PSI 


" DDST - * 








% tiestis or a.±x exiyiJj±e 

. ^ ' ■ ■ • ^ — - 




• 


# valid tests 


} '351 


"287 


% valid of all eligible 
\ * for test^' 


_ 64 

* 





All of • the eligible children were not tested foi^vafious 
reasons: .\the family moved from l^he program's catchment area, 
was terminated from the program, graduated from the program, ^ 

JO ^ 

or was "Unable to be scheduled for testing within the testing 
peripd^ ' The nui&er ''of children not tested on the DDST was 

. / , - • . ' ' ' v 4 

higher than that for the PSI because of thq disruption in 
testing with the DDST. During the interim period of revision. 



children le^^t the prdSgram for the reasons stated above and 
could^ot be tracked, once the test wds in use a^in. * 



As the* 



PSI' was being used continttously, testers wcould better plan 
their schedules around graduations and terminations which ^ere 
known beforehan^i. ' * 

. Distribution of tests from the 14 PCQs was far from-eveJ?* 
Some PCCs tested a. very large proportion of children, whereas 
ipthersL tested a very small proportion. This distribution 
can be represented as follows: - / - . 



r-io 





# \children / 
^ fil irrible for 

, ^^ipil^ pli 1 1 1 aJIg 

testing 


P.s.i. ■■ 


DDST 


Atlanta 




■ 38 


24 


Baltimore 


49 


45 


38 ^ 


o 

Boston 


29 


^ 

9 


6 


Clevela'nd 


24' 


22 


20 


Detroit 


■ 25 ' . 




• 16' 


Harbor City 


^ 66 


* -: > 

53 


44 


Huntington 

1 


54 J 


' 37 


28 


u acKs onvx JLjLe 




,±1 , 




La Junta 


29 


23 


3i6 • 

- ■■ — 


Leitchfield 


32 


- — : i 

26 


24 


Menomonie 


47 


4 *5 *■ 


. 40 


Mount Caarmel 


46 


28 


21 


Pasco 


^ 26 


19. 


i7 


St. Loliis 
— ^-fc" — — 


. 43' 
. — 1 \ 


, 16 





• The table above shows that. the range from Center to 

Center of the nioinber of children eligible for testing and 

those 'actually tested was wide. Children in oTie PCC were not 
-"'**• * 

tested on the DDST because of personnel xllness and 
turnover,. , ^ 
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For each, child teated^ th.e 'fo'llowing information 
was requeatad; length- ©jg time dLn PCC, .ando a rating -of involve 

m^nt in terms: of • regularity of attendance. \ ' [ * 

« » * 

- • ■ • / 

4^2 Invalid t^gts ^ . • ^ ' i^ . 

In all, 54 tests wei;e submiljted that weye judged in-- 
valid for inclusion in the data^ analyses,? 38 PSIs and ;16 
DDSTs. f ' ^ 

4.2.1 Refusals ^ 1 



The most coimnon reason. for judging a te^t iiivalid 
was the child's refusal to answer items. This was partic^ 
ularly true in' the cage- of PSIs^ Here/ however ^ /^ome 
confusion aro^e among testers between the PSI and the DDST? 
this' caused some^ refusals tp be tester errors. The manual 
using the PSL states that if a child refuses to answer 
four items itf sequence^ the test should be terminated^ 
While, no such stipulation is made for the Denver, testers 
often applied the same rule and terminated a test that 
should have been administered and scored to completion. 

9 

4.2.2 ^ Incompletes 

. In -the case of the DDSTs, if at least 2 of the .4 

* . • ' 

test , sections were not 'complete^ the test was judged 

-. " * 

invalid. In liiiose instances where at least two sections 

of the test were complete, the- completed sections were 

used 2^ the data analyses. 

1-12 ° . . 



2 • 3 Language *dif f iculties ^ 

' r 

Two of the participating. Centers sefv^ a Spanish- 
speaking^ population and one ^of these Centers has a number 
of Polynesian-speaking ^members/ Although most of the 

i . ' _ ' 

Spanish-r-speaking ^c)iildren were «>abL6 to understand the direc- 

• . - ^ ^- .'^ • . ' 

txons gxvfen m Engli^, they had difficulty verbalizing^ 

answers m English. Thus, sections of the PS I and the language 

development portion of the DDST were problematic for this 

part of the sample. Where c6rrect answers were given in 

Spanish, they ^we re marked . as such. The Polynesian-speaking 

portxon of the sample presented greater problems; many of 



r 



these children we?:e ^unable to understand the directions glve^' 

to them. Actually these children should not have been tested 

p ' ' 

at all. A . 

5.0 Data analyses 

' PCG children's scores were compared to normative data 
for each test and* to t]^e Home * St art data. Tables presenting the 
data report the percenl; of children in each' age group passing ai> 
item and the mean age of those passing in each age group. 

Age grouping decisions v/ere made on the basis of the stand- 
ardized norms. For the Preschool. Inventory, the age groups were: 

■ J * ,01'' 

* a 

3.0 - 3^11 years 
V 4.0-4.5 yi^ars' /- 

4.6 4.11 years 



DDST age groupings wexe;\ ?^ ^ , . " 

36 39 months: 

40-45 months * 

4S -^51 months 

52 — 57 months 

58 - 59 months 

Additional comparis£)ns are made between PCC 'children 
who .have been in the program for less than 1 and 1/2 years ^ 
1-1/2 t<S 3 years, and for more than 3 years • Coinparisons 
are also made between test scores of children .who attend the 

program regularly and those who attend sporadicallyv . 

• . i-^ ' . ^ ^ 

i 

• 1 ■ 

A 



J 




^ Q 
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CHAPTER II 



FINDINGS ON THE PRESCHOOL, INVENTORY (PSI) 
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INTRODUCTION 



\ * The thirty-two item Preschool Inventory CPSI) was^ used in 
' PCC evaluation. The .32 items were selected^f rom the longer test 
• by the Stanford, Research.. Ins^^tute for use in the -Planned Variation 

He^d Start evaluation. Norms on the percent of chijdasen passing each 

• • ^# . , . 

item at different age levels are reported by th^ Educational Testing 

" l^ervice CETS) . comparisons are made between PCC childrens ' scores 

ancl_the ETS norms. Additional comparisons are made betweep. PCC* 

children and children An the Home Start sample. ' ^ 

The P^I was Administered to a total of 389 PCC children ranging 
in age from i^hree years (3.0) to four years and eleven months (4.11). 
Three ttundred and fifty-one tests were actually used; the remaining 
38 were considered invalid. The PSIs were spored by the festers 

according to the following categories: correct/ qorrect plus extra 

' A . ■ ^ 

infointiation^ wrong ^ wrong plus extra dnf oCTtiation, substitution^ , 

. o 

refusal/ don't know, xeque,sts aid^^and no response. In terms of 
actual findings and comparisons with the norms and ^ with Home Start 
children f responses inc the first two categories were counted as 
"pass" and response?^ in all other categories were counted as "fail". 



^ilducation Testing Service Preschool Inventory Revisfed Edition 
Handbook^ Princeton, N. J. : Educational Testing Service, 1970. 
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She thirty--tw.o items ar^: 



I, 



•;L* What is your first nake?. , ^ > , 

2* Show me your shoulder/^ 

3* What is this? Cpoint to knee) 

What is this? (point to elbo\r) 

5. Put the yellow car on the little box. / . 

. ' 6. Put the blue car under the green box:. 
^ ^ \ * Put 2* cars behind the box in tne middle. 

8. If you 'were sick, who' would you go* to? 

^0 y -9. Whfen dQ we" eat breakfast? 

. 10. If you Van ted to find a lion, where would you look? 

11. VThat doeg a dentist do? 

' 12. VJnich way does a phonograph record go? * » 

- c 13* Which w^y .does a f ilrris wheel go? ' 

. ' 14. How many hands do you have? " ^ 

15* mifty wheels does a bicycle have? ' { 

16. How many wheels does a car have?^ • 

17. How anany toes do you.hav^ ' 

' 18. Whi^ isV slower, a G^£^or^ a bicycle? 

19. Point tiovthe middle bna^ (pheckea?! ' 

20. point t6o the finest one. 

21. Point to the last one. 

22. PcAnt to the second one. , 

23. ^ Which of these 2 groups has less checkers in it? 
*24. Which of' these 2 grdupsv> has *>mcM:e checkers in it? ^ ^ 

25. Point to the one that is most 'like a tent: ; 

26. i^lajce one- lisTe this Csqjxarel . . ^ 
Make yo^irs .here Cpoint) . 

, 27. Make one likfe this Ctriangld) . - 
Make ylgurs here Cpoint) . 

^ 28. Which one is thfe color of night? . 

29. C^lor the square* , , 

\ 3jO. Color square purple. , . 

. • 31. Colc^ the triangle. ' 

32* Color triangleVorange. , ^ 



FINDINGS ^ 

■ ■ o 

Each of the items were scored either pass or fail. The! per- 
"centage of children in the normative group, in the. Home Start group, 
anc* in the PCC group passing each' item, by age group, are presented 



xn Table 1. \ 



■■ . "DP 
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Table. II-J,^ Percent of PCC, standardization sample^ and Home Start 
^ » children passing each item. 





\ 


3.0 - 


3.11 Yrs.' 


4.0,- 


4.5- Yrs'. ■ 1 


4.6 - 


4.11 Yirs, 






•Norm-- 


•PCC . 




Norm • 


PCC 1 


H.S. 


Norm 


PCC 


H.S, . 






•>,T— 1 CO 


N=255 


N=73 


N=52a 


N=77 


N=4-4 


N-438 


N=49 


N=34 


. 1. 


First name 


90% 


90% 


■ V 6 2 % 


90% 


97 % 


76 a 1 


91% 


90 % 


87 % 


2. 


Shoulder , 


58 


59 


H53 


65 


82 


62 1 

n 


74 


80 


5& 

- J 0 


, 3. 


Knee ^ 


49 


52 


H 


52 






64 


0 ^ 




.. 4.- 


Elbow ' 


26 


36 


34 


3i 


44 


38 1 

u 


40 


- 57 


56 


5". 


Yellow car on 






















little box 


25 


41 


23 


32 


' 61 


45 


41 


55 


48 


• 6. 


Blue car under 






















^green Jbox . . ' 


27 


'.25 

/ 


20 


.28 


40 


19 


36 


39 


39 


7. 


Two cars behind 




















8 . 


middle box 


17 


15 


13 


' 23 '-"^ 


31 


10 


34 


V 16 


10 


If sick 


46 


40 


40 


55 


\71 


60 


65- 


63 


71 




Breakfast 


29 


17 


27 


36 


38 


27 


45 


26 


• 2 8 


'10. 


Find lion 


20 


14 


23 


27 


18 


29 


30 


37 


25 


11. 


Dentist 


38 


28 


26 


41 


44 


43 


52 


61 


59 


12. 


Phono,, record ^ - 


41 


. 32. 


25 


39 


52 


30 


48 - 


59 


19 


13. 
14. 


l^rr is wheel 
Ehw many hands 


20 
42 


17 

48 ' 


20 
47 


20 
50 


29 
60 


20 
58 


26 
51 


37 

69 L 


23" 
61 


15V 


How many wheels- 
















t 






bicycle 


42 


42 


43 


49 


65 


62 


52 


67 


52 


16. 


How manx wheels-' 






27 * 
















car 


13 ^ 


20 


24 


35 • 


25 


34 




92 

Cm -J 


17. 


How many toes \^ 


,02 


07 ' 


04 


03 


09 


10 


03 


12 




18. 


S 1 owe r- c a r /b i k e ^ 


42 


52 


61 • 


50 


74 


51 


'*53 


69 


60 


19. 


Point to middle 




















checker 


25 * 


35 


42 


33 


49 


49 


44 


57 


43" 


20'. 


Point to first 






















■ ^checker 


30 


42 


56 


33 


57 


38 


37 


47 


50 


21 : 


Point to last 






















checker 


15 


25 


30 




42 


33 


24 


26 


40 


22. 


Point to second 




















checker 


20 


22 


20 


20 


27 


31 


21 


39 


33 


23. 


4&6^ which less 


^1 


44 


52 


44 


48 


44 


51 . 


53 


37 


24. 


5&5, which more 


04 


29' 


03 


07 


27 


08 


07 


26 


06 


25. 


Point to tent 


52 


65 


71 


58 


73 


53 


60 


82 


81 


2.6. 


Copy square - " 


15. 


17 . 


20 


21 


39 


21 


34 


53 


45 


27. 


Copy triangle 
Color of night 


10° 


14 


14 


•14 


26 V 


13 


23 


47 


23 


28. 


34 


49 


• 58 


42 


56 


59 


49 


67 


52 


29. 


Color square 


34 


40 


43 


45 


58 


33 


,48 


63 


42' 1 


30. 


Color square 




















purple 


'25. 


41 


34 


31 


' '49 


28 


37 V 


65 


45 


31. 


Color triangle 
Color triangle 


35 


49 


56 


44' 


56 


54 


50 • 


69 


71 


32. 






















orange 


j 49 


44 


48 


52 


66 


54 


63 


69 


61 
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Examination of these data shows that PCC children did somewhat 
better, on a majority of items than did* the c'hildren in the norm 
groups or in tHe Home Start sample* Consid^ing differences of 



ten percentage points or more, PCC children did better on c^.. - 
larger niaraber of it^ms than did children in the nbrm or ^^^^ ^ 
Start samples.. , ^. ' ' • 



Table 

— «^ 



Ntimber of items on which -at least 10% more PCC 
children than standardization sample or Home 
Start children pass. . , . . 





3.0 - 3.11 


4.0 - 4.5 


4 . 6 -. 4 . 11 


Number of items on 
wl^ich PCO Norm 


11 ' 


■ 

23 

f 


20 


Nvunber of items on 
which PCC < Norm 


-rr* • — r 

2 


0 , 


1 : 

2 ^ 


Number of items on,^ 
which' PCC > Home 
Start' 


♦ ■ 

4 


\ 


. IS 


Niamher of items on 
-which PCC < Home 
Start ' 


3 




1 



T 



It is clear from these 'data ^that PCC children present a 

spmewhat superior performance to children/in the. norm ^group and . 

^ ■ ^ ■ • 

to Home Start children. ^ . . ^ 
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' ' ' An examination of the specific items on which PCC chijj^en 
show a marked advantage over standardization sample and Home Start 
children is interesting: ' . ^0 

^ Show me your shoulder. 
^ 'What is "this (knee)? ' . ' , 



^ ... 



^ Which way does a phonography record go? \ • 

' ^ Whlchu way '•does a ferris wheel go? 

. ^ •■ ' ( ■ ■ ' ■ ^ 

- ' How majay.' wheals does a cat iiave? ■ \ 

^ Which iSosTower^ a car or a bicycle?" 

® Which, of these- two groups has more ' checkers iji it? '* * . 
1 ^ ® Copy the square. , : 

^ Copy the triangle, _ v ^ , ^ 

• • • ' ^ . . . i 

^ , Color the square. ' . I 

^ ■ ■• • : ^ ^ • • ■ ■ I 

Color the square purple. ^ . i 

' ' ' • . ' • ■ ' ■ • . . / 

■ - , ■ , . ^ ■ , / 

V ■ ■ 1 

It appears that in general' PCC children have had more experiencja 

■ , • ' ■ i ■ 

with labelling / with concept formation/ with shapes^ and with / 

colors than have t^eir non^-PCC counterparts. \ „ i 



Because PCC sta*£f generally felt that Item 8 Olf you were sick 

■ ^ * ■ , ■ . - . . ■ M 

^ who would you go to?l and Item 10 (If ypu wanted to find a lion / 
where would' you look?) would elicit good but ^ not acceptable answers/ 
a second code was developed for these two items to allow for a moire 

flexible and responsive scoring. Howe^ver^ in all comparisons wit)ti 

■ ^ '• . * ' * 

standardisation or Home Sj|^&.rt sainp\les only the standardized 



scoring criteria w^re used for PCC data.^ According to the standard-- 

^ ^ ■ • ■ ■ ' t . 

ized scoring system/ the only correct responses for Item S'is "doctor 
or "nurse". Similarly/ "zoo"/ "cafniya^L" , * and "c±rcusJ^re th^ 9nly 
acceptable responses to Item 10. In order tp see what differences'^ 
in total scores would be made by using a more PCC-oriented scor4.ng 
system/ Items 8 and 10 Were scored a second time. CCR coders ^co;red 
as correct '-'hospital" and "clinic^" for Item 8'; and "TV", "boQk^"/ . 
and "cage" for Item 10. Thus/ all children xeceived?- two* scores 
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one score using the standardized scoring system and one more "lenient 
sco3|fe allowing for a greater range of responses to these two .items. 

Using the more lenient scoring^ system> there were increases ^ 
for all age gJoups^ in the percent of children passing these. two 
items. These comparisons are presented in Table .3. 



'Table ltr3» 



Percent of PCC sample passing "Items 8 and 10 , Using 
the standardized ^coring and the more lenient CCR 
steering system. 



L_ ■ 


ITEM 8*: IF .SICK > 


ITEM 10: FIND LION 


Standard 


• CCR code 


Standard 


CCR code 


- 3,0 - :3.11 yrs". 


N=225 
40. 


N=225 


N=225 
' 14 \ 


N«225 
21 


-4.0-4.5 -yrs . 

>» ■ 


N=77 ^ 
'71 

t 


N=77 
79 


' N=77 
. /' '18 


N=77 

■^^35 


• c 

4.6- 4,11 yrs . ^ 


N=49 
63 


' N=49 
79 


* N=49' . 
37 


N=?49 
45 



It is clear that use of a liiore culture.-re levant scoring' 
system' for these items does make a difference^ in thfe percentage 
of chiLldfen passing at each age level. It does not make the 
inordinate difference c3taifm4d -;by some PCC advocates/ but it tloes 
make a difference. 



Home ''Start data are 'broken dow^ into smaller interval age 



groups by High/Scope. In order to make further comparisons/ 



r^CC ddta were regrouped into cpiroarable intervals an4^ mean score 
comparisons wer^^-^ade. ^ - ^ • " 

■4- 9 9- 

' ■ , B • ■ 

. >s - . ■ 

Table II- 4. PSI mean scores by age; comparison with Home ^ tart 
data,, . . » -2 



AGE 


PCC CD 


HOME START 12) 




3.0 - 3.3 N 
Yrs. M 


80 

10.0 ^ 
.5.1 


: 18 ' 

8.6 , 
.4.1 


tl-2 = 1.05 
^ N.S. 

to 

\ ^ — i — \ 


3.4 - 3'. 9 N • 
Yrs. M 
S.D. 

_ 


107 

■ 11.9 , 
5.8 


' 29 , 
/II. 1 
• / 5.2 - 


tl-2 = . .67 

■ T "n.s.- . 


3.10 - 4.3 N 
Yrs. M 

S.D. > 


93 

15.0>-« 
6.9 


(44 

^ 13.0 • 
6.1 


tW =^1.63 
" N.S. 

* 


4.4- - 4.9 N V 
Yrs'. M 
.S.D. 


51 

17.0' 
. 6.6 


; 39 

'13.5 
I 5.3 

_— _ * 


tl-2 = 2.^69 
P< .01 


4.10 - 4.11 N 

Yrs ^ 
r^^* S.D. 


20 

17.0 ' 
5.1 


'•' 19 
16.2 
5;7 


. tl-2 = . 46 
N*S. 



Means*' for both groups of children increase as the children 
grow orSer as a functioif" of maturation In all age j^roups, PCC 
children hav^ slightly higher mean scores than do . tlleir Home 
Start coxanterparts. " Differences .are statistically significant 
only in-» the 4.4-4*9 age gr<^up» VJithin this age .group PCC 
children pass between three and four items more than do Home, 
VStart children. By age, five, the differences between the two 



s^ples are' virtually negligible/ PCC children show a mean 

score^. of 17 ahd Home Start children ^core 16.2, This lack 6 1 

differences for the older age group is not a function of the 

ceiliitg of the* test: High/Scope reports that the "mean for 
' *' . * 

6 arid 1/2^ year old children was Sl.O which"" indicates that the 
ceiling of the test has not yet been reached*" (p. 21) 



Table 11-5. 


'Mean scores by 


sex. ■ . ■ 

r 








■M 






MALE (1) 


'FEMALE (2) 


N 

1 


171 


180 


■ ^ 

: \ — . 


M 


12.40 


14.2,1 


tl-2 = -^2.61 
P 01. 


S.D. ' 


V— 


6.70 




» 









Female children .score significantly higher than do males, 

a finding which is consistent, with the well documented findinq 

that the cbgnjLtive development of .female prie-adoles cent children 

> ' ."I 
" , ' .4 . ■ 

is accelerated over that of male prfe-adolesceht children.^ 



Home S^taft evaluation study. Summative evaluation results. 
Interim 'Report' Ili, , Nov. 1973 * , 



It must be 'noted thatr although/' statistically signiSxcantr the. 
differences iri the, means are small and the sample sizes^ 



are larger therefore these s'tatistically significant dif- 

* * • 

ferences cannot be regarded as having m^ch social signifi- 



cance. 

- ^ Thq analysis of variance performed on PCC data for age % 
and sex showed significant differenlbes ^Ibxig -the sex variable 
at the .01 level^ (F - 7:.25 , 1 ^) and along the age vairiable 
at 



the .001 level (F = 35.52, 4 df ) . The interaction between-' 
sex and age- is s'ignific^nt at the .001 level (f - 10.15., f df ) . 



■ ■ I 



Table ir^-S^. , Mean scores by age and sex; comparison with Home 
" ' Start data* " ' \ ** ^ 



'AGE • 




• "l^GC (1) 


HO^E START (2) 




ft 

V ' 

3.0-3.3- 

' years' 

4 


N . 

Male M 
S.D, 


— i-Wf ■ 

' ' 41 ■ 
• 5.0 


/ < ' 12 

4.8 

/, ■ . l-. 3 


tl-2 =±-2.97 
P<.01 


N ' 

Female ■ M 

S.D. 


39 

10.7 
5.0 


■ , « 
' ' 6 

7.5 
2.0 


tl-2 = 1.53 
N.S. 


3.4-3.9 

*years 


Male M 

S.D. 


51 

11.7 
. 6.2 


16 

10.3 , 
,4.0 


ti~2 = :82 
- N.S. 

.... 


N 

Female M 

S.D. 


56 \^ 

• - ' i:V 


13 

12.2 
6.4' 


tl-2 = -.01 
N.S.» 


3.10-4.3 

^ ^years 


N 

Male /M 

'S.D. 


40 
^ 13.8 
' . 6.6 


20 

11.8 ■ 
. ' 5.8. 


. tl-2 • •= 1.16 . 
. N.S. 


. N' 

Female pf 
S.D. 


. ■ 7.0' 


24 

14. '2 
■6.3 


tl-2 =1- .99 / 
N*,S. 

♦ . 


'4.4-4.9 

y^ars 

, (P. 


N 

Male M 


27 

14.7 

5. '6 J 


A 

/'^ 13,4 

^ 4^o 


tl-2 1= .73 • 
N.S. . 


« 

.. N 

Female M . 

.' S.D. 


24 ' / 
19 . 6 
"•-6.6 


5 ' « ' . 
. ''12.2 
5.9 


tl-2? = 2.25 
V P< .05 


1 

■ 4.10-4.11 

years 


^ " " N 
Male M 
1. ' ^ S.D, 


.-12 

- '"^^ 16 . 4 


, 21 
•6.6 


tl-2 = .73 
N.Sv 


N 

Female \ M 
S.D. 

0 1 


8' 
17.9 
4.0 


18 • ' 
15.7 
5.2 

i 


tl-2 = 1.01 ^ 
N.S. 
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PCC scores tend to ba hxgfier xiixie, out o.f thd ten ^ 
comparisons^ di::f far ences ^re s$:gnif ica.nt in only two causes. 
PCC male 3vQr3,3 year olds score significantly Eigher than do 
Home Start males of the. same age. The mean laumBer of xtems 

r ■ : ■ ^ J ' 

gassed by this group is 9.. 2 for PCC children and only .4; 8 for 
those in the Home Start subsampiLe. In the 4-. 4^4. '*9 age range ^ 
PCC females score significantly higher than do Home Start females. 

The mean- 'scores are 19. 6.for^PCC .and 12.2 for Home Start. 

' <^ ^ ■ • - ■ 

TaBle 1X^1* Mean scores by age and locale, . 



AGE ' ^. 


•URBAN "Cli 


RUR2VL C2L 




' "" - * • --^ ^ • ' ■ ^' ^ ■ • 

3.0-3,3 N * 
years . * M 

• S;D. 


44 
9.68. 
4.34 


36 

10.31 - 

'5.83 r 
- — ,_ 


tl-2 = -.54 • • 
. . N.S.- j 


3.4-3.9 ° N 
years M ^ 
S.D. 


62 

11.84 
6.08 


5 / 45 

12.07, 
5.35 


tlT2 = -.20 
N.S. 


3*. 10-4. 3' N 

years'^ M 
3 V S.D. 


*\ 

- 50 , 
15.20 
7.41 


' "43 ■ 
14.7.9 
6.34 


. tl-2 = .28 
N.S. . 


4.4-4.9 N 

yearp . M 

, S . . 


_ 24 
15.04 
-6.90' 


27- 

18.74 
^ 5.73 


tl^2 = -2.05 
P<.05 


4.10-4.11 . .W 
yeai'fe J^l ' 
?.D. . 


8 

16,25 
6.12 


"12 

17.50 " 
4.23 


tl-2 = .51 
N.S.- 



. \ 
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In comparing mean scores broken down into urban and rural 
subsamples, it can be seeji that in four out of the five categories 
rural PGC children- score 'slightly higher than do children d'n the 
urban group. These differences are significant <or children in 
the 4.4-4.9 ag^ group only. In that, group," urban chi^-dren " - 
resporfd 5:orreptly to a me^n of 15.04 "items V7hile the rural sub- 
sample passes a mean of 18.74 items. 

Children in rural PCC programs tend to spend more time in 
program activities than do urban PCC children. Ri^ral children 
usually participate in program activities more hours per day and 
for more days per week. Thu^, longer contact with PCC staff and 
longer- participation in PCC activities could lead to somewhat . 
higher scores on the Preschool Inventor^^. 
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Table II- 8 » Mean scares by age and longevity in the PCC prbgraml 



• 

AGE. 


Less than 
l-l/Z yars. 

CI) 


1-1/2 to 
3 years-' 
in PCC 

C2) . % 


Over 3' 
years in 
PCC 
' C3) 


1 ' 

i ' 


N 

3.0-3.3 M 

years 

S.D, 


40 . 
10.18 
5.20 


25 ' 
9.20 
4.65 


15 

10.67 
5. '2 5 


tl-^ = .75 

N^S. 
tl-3 «= -^31 

N.S.-^^ 
t2-3 = -.90 

N.S. ' 


N 

3.4-3^.9 M 

years 

S . D'. 

^ : > ■ , 


51 

11.04"^ 
5.^27 


27' ^ 
♦11.59 
5.42 

• 


^ . 29'^ , 
13.83 
6.5,0 


tl-2 = -.43 ' 

N.S. 
tl-3 - -2.06 

P<.65 
t2-3 ,= -l.:|7 

N,S, < 


• N 

3.10-4.3 " ^ 
y^^^^ S.D. 


40 

12.42 
9.^5^ 


- 18 ■ 
. ' 13.78. 
6.25 


35 " 
18.60 
6.80 


.tl-2 - .52 ' 

N.S. 
tl-3 = -3.06 
P <.001 • . 
t2-3 = -2.46 
^ P < .05 . 


N ' 

4.4-4.9- M 

years 

S.D. 


, 17 
3^5.71 ' 
5.95 


. 12 

16.00 , 
7.04 


22 

" 18.54 
6.44 


tl-2 r -.12 

N.S. 
tl-3 = -1>37 

N.S. 
t2-3 ='-i.03 

N . 1? 


N 

4.10^4.11 M 

years 

S.D. 


'16.71 
■ ' 6.52 


^7 ' 
16.86 
4.32 

1 


p.50_ 
3; 90 


tl-2 = -.04-., 
•■ N.S\ 
tl-3 = -.24 , 

N.S. 
t2-3 = -.26 

N.S. • . 



ERIC- 
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w ■ ■ ■■ , . - . 

The mean .scorfes of PCC hiloren tend to increase- with 
the length of their enxollment in the Center. On the whole, 
children wh^have been in the'^ program fpr more than three 
i^ears tend to score higher than do those who have been enrolled 
/xor less than three, years ^ 

L V ■ 

^ Significant differences ^between groups are found among 
children in* the 3.4-3.9 (3-1/2 year-^olds) and the 3.10-4.3 
(4 year-olds) age groups. Three and one-half year- old children, 

- ' ( ^ 

in the PCC for less than l-l/2( years, score significantly 

lower than do children who have beeri^'enrolled in the PCC program 

for over three years. Thus, at 3-1/2 , Children who have . 

been in -PCC from earliest infaijcy have ''an advantage o\^r - 

' / - ' ■ f ^ ^/ 

cljildren -who entered PCC as toddlers. C 

Among four year-oldk, there is a marked difference in^^ 
favor, of long-term parti'(?jLpani:s between children who have 
•been in the program for more than three years and those 
who have been in the program for less than 1-1/2 years. A 
significant difference is^lso foiand among four year- olds . 
v/ho have been ir^ the program 1 and 1/2 to 3 years when com- ^ 



pared to" those in PCC for over^^ three years. 



The trend toward increased mean scores as an" accompan- 
iment?' to longer enrollment in PCC is maintained for^J the^ oldest 
two groups. H6wever, increase:^ in the oldest age group are 
negligible and it should be noj:ed ^that the sample size is 
really inadequate for any kind of analys:j^. 
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Table 111.^5 , 



AGE 


LOW CD 


- HIGH (21' 




3.0-3.3 N 

S.D. . 


35- 

10.46 
5.63 


45 • 
9.58 
4.56 


tl-2 =. .76 
N.S. 


3. "4-3. 9 > N 

y d J. o vx 

S.D. 


48 

12 17 
6.04 


5? 

ll . 7 5 • 
5.57 


-■ ^' 

tl^2 = .37 
N.S. 


— 1 ^ \^ . 

3,10-4.3 N 

\7 ^ T" Q M 
y c CI. J. o , J. 1 

/ ^ S.d; 


47 

13.06 
6.22 


46 

17. 00- 
7.07 


tl-2 = -2.82 <■ 
P<.01 • 

1 


\4. 4-4,9 N 
y€iars M 

S.D. 


27^ 

17.04 
6.66 


24 ^ 
16.96 
6.46 


tl-2 = .04 * • ' 
M.S. 


4.10-4.11 ■ N 
years M 

S.D. 


5 

.18.00 
4.60 


. 15 
16.67 
5.22 


,tl^2 = .48 



pCCs were asked to rate each child as high or low-involved 
according to whether the child's attendance in the program was con- 
sistent and sustained o^L^S^poradic and intermittent. " T 



It can be seen that mean scores do not "increase with involve-^ 
• ■ * . < 

ment except for children in the' 3. 10-4. 3 year-old age group. 

Involvement levels may not accurately reflect how much st^ulation 

is received by the children. Each child was assigned a high or 

low involvement rating by each Center; because of> program 

differences; what is rated high at one Center may actually be 
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/evalu^tea as low p^rtici^tion at another. Ceriters vary as • 
to -tl\e amount of :ti,me each, child scheduled to attend. Some 
programs sdhedule only one day a week participation; a child who 
• faithfully attends" the Center one day eachi week will be rated 
high "by that Center. However,- CQjjipared ..tq .a Center Where five, 
-day a week attendance is possible, this, once-a-week participation . 
is actually low involvement. Thus it is quite likely that what 
is important is not the Centers-; rating of low or high involveifient 
but the actual number of in-prdgram hours spent by any given child. 

Attempts were made to ^reak lown the' data in. a manner which 
would permit comparisons, at each age 'between- children who were in 
the program for 10 or more hours a A^eelc and children who were in the 
program for 10 or' less ho^rs a week.. Such compatisons turned out 
to be unfeasible because, at several PCCs children are in the program 
for as much as 20 hours a week until they are 3 and receive a 
on6 hour weel^ly home visit once they are- past 3. As children grow 
older or as programs chai^ge-, the number of- hours a week of parti- 
cipation-^h^'g^s markedly. Thus, for any given child it is 
virtually impossible to determine how many hours a week he has 
participated in the program. . - ' ' 

SxiJimiary of PSI findings 

Based on the da^ia presented ^n this section the folldwing 
conclusions can be drawn: ^ 
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PCC children tend to do better than do children in. 
the standardization sample or children in the Home 
Start sample. Differences are* not significant across 
all age groups, but in general PCC children are at an 
advantage/ 

: ■ \ 

children who. have been^in PCC for ^thre^ yeays.or more 
tend to be at an advantage when compared witj-h children 
Vwho have been in PCC^for less t^han three ^ears. This 
advantage seems to be lost as the children reach the 
age of 4^ i.e., the performance of children over four 
years of age on the PSI improves as a function of age 
regardless of .length of time in PCC. 

■ . ^ : ;o . 

^ children v/ho. participate in the program regularly show 
gains* over children who come only sporadically. It was 

>^ pointed out that the number of hours per week is not 
CQ^^sxstent across groups* ^ Children rated as havin^g 
sporadic attendance at one Center may still attend 10 
hours a weeJc and be contrasted with children rated 

"regular Vho participate one^hoUr a week. Attempts to 
contrast groups of children who participate for a large 
number of hours vs, those who participate for only a 
few hours were unfeasible due to the variability of the 
program in terms of hours across the life cycle of any 
gxven child. 
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■ ,. » V-,,. ... . e ... / 

As an overall conclusion, it can bfe s^aid that PCC does 

have some impact on the school readiness of children, 
if \ 

in"" terms.^. of knowledge of ' the kinds "of concepts' which 



are expected .of the child once he reaches scP^ol age, 
•^Phe data also suggest that with maturation this initial 



advantage of iPCC over non-PCC low income- children is 
not sustained. However, without long-term follow-up, of 
•these PCC child^e)i and ^comparisons with their non-PCC 
schoolmates, no firm conclusions can be reached 'about 
the longer-term effects of PCC, , " 
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FINDINGS QN THE , 
DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREENING TEST 



P 



\ 



INTRODUCTION 



4 



•Tw^ty-nine items of the DDS^ «were selected by staff of the 
mgh/Scope Foundation for use in the Home StaoT^ and\>.CC evaluations, 
as havxng the most relevance to children- 'three y^ars and over. , " 
wWs.on the-pgrceht of children passing' each item at different age 
levels were provided by Dr. Franlcenburg and- his' staff. Comparisons 
are made between PCC- children and children from the standardization 
sample., Additional , comparisons are made between ' PCC cgtiildrcn and 
children in the Home /start sample. ' 1 / v 

"The DDST was administepred to a total of ,303 children, ranging 



in age from 3.0 - 4.11 years. Test^ which had incomplete data on 
piore than two sub-tests were excluded from the analyses. Seventeen 
tests were^excluded in this manner. In th^ case of tfests which had 
one or two. incomplete sub-tests , only the completed sub-tests were 
used in the analyses. For this reason, the toJ:al sample size 
within any -age group varies from' one sub-test, to another. 



The twenty-nine xtems of the test are: 



Fine inotor-adaptive 

1. Dumps raisin from bottle spci^taneously 

2. Builds tower 4 cubes ^ ^ ^ 

- 8 cubes 

3 • Imitates bridg-e - 

4 I Picks longfer ' line 

5. Imitates vertical line 



ERLC 



iii-i' 

• 0 



6. CoE^ies circle < 
?• Copies cross 

8« Draw* .man -^3' parts 

- 6 parts . • ^ 

Gross motor a 

"^^TT ' * . ■ .' • 

9. BalaAtfes on one foot* - *1 sec. 

5 sec* 

V ^ s.' ' sec. 

10. Ji;mip in place * * • 

11. Broad jikmp - 

12. Hops on one foot 

a 

13. Forward heel- to-- toe walk- 

14. Backward heel-to-^toe walk 

15. Catches botmced ball 

Language . - 




16.- Uses plurals 

• <j ■ J. 

■17. Comprehends, "cold," ^"ti'red,!' "Hungry" 

18. Comprehends 3 prepositioiis 

19. "^Recognizes 3 colors 

20. Understands opposites ' , ^ 

21. Composition of materials 

22. Defines 6 words 

Personal-Social 

23. Plays interactive games 

24. . Separa\es from mother e^asily 

• * \^ 

25. Washes and dries hands 

26. Puts on clothing ^ • . 

'III-2 

\. " 1) 0 04 6 . ■ 







" ^ • . ♦ 

?27* Buttons up/ ' ^ . . ' 




V ; 28* Dresses vrith supervision 




; 29. Dresses wxthqut supervision 

- \- / • . * / • . ; . i •' 


\ - .... 


FINDINGS- 

- ■— , & 


» ' ■ .* • 






. Each "of *the items was scored )^ichotomously: pass or 


fail* 


The percentage of children* in the standardization sample. 


in the | 


* Home Start sam^i^, and in ther PCC group passing each item 


r by a,ge 


group are presented in Table EII-l^ , , 
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yablo DDST: Percent passing comparison with Honio' Start data and standardization sample * 



6 





3.0 - 3.3 


3.4 


r 3.9 


' 3ac 




1.3 


4. 


4 - i 


1.9 


, 4,10 - 4.irH 




Norm 


PCC 




, Norm 


PCC 


U.S. 


Norm 


PCC 


iUS. 


j Norm 




H;S. 


, Norm 

^ r 


PCC 


U.S. 


FINK MOl'OR N ' 


♦ 


46 


24 


* 


79 


32 




85 


51 


1 * 

\ 


46 


20 


* 


30 


42 


Dumps raisin 




100 


95 


- 


98 


100 




97 


98 


0 


97 


100 


100 


100 


95 




(3) 


















(1) 




♦» • 


(1) 
































4 cubes 


75 


67 




- if 


62 


— 




6.0 


■* 


.0 


46 






4b 




\ 8 cubes 


(4) 
84 


70 


• 

84 




78 


90 


100 


■ 

85 


90 


(1)\ 
100 ^7 


95 




93 


90 


r> ■ • \ » 


(37) 






(37) 






(13) 






(0 J 












xmxuaues Drxuue 


70 


72 


40 


92 


89 


61 


98 


95 


78 


XOO 


98 


80 


95 


93 


9cr 




(37) 






(52) 






(41) 






(23) 






.(13.) 






5a 


33 


15 




40 


32 


85 


75 


53 






55 


•90 


63 


48 




(36) 












(48) 












(31) 






Imitates vertical 


78 


65 


47 


1{)0 


80 


67 ^ 


"* 


89 


64 


100 


94 


80 


- 


100 


70 , 


line 


(18) 






(6) 
























Copies circle 


81 


30 


26 


92 


46 


48 


98 


68 


63 


100 


74 


70 


95/ 


93 


70 


copl.'Os cross 


(37) 






(3 J) 






(42> 






(32) 






(.19) 






28 


15 


15 


55 


40 


48 


81 


66 


-.61 


96 


72 


70 


94 


87 


63 




(36) 






, (53) ' 






(48) 












(33) 






20 


6 


5 


/ 


22 


38 


52 


44 


53 


79 


t> 59 


70 


78 


60 


63 




(25; 






(48) 






i (4 8) 






(47) 






(49) 






6 parts 


. 4^ 


4 


5 


6 


9 


9 


i ^2 


20 


20 


36 


33 


25 


42 


27 


26 


* 


. (27)- 






iDU) 






j (5u; 






(52V 






C54) 






GROSS MOTOR ^ 


* 


38 


24 


* 


73 


32 


♦ 


82 


51 


* 


45 


20 


* 


30 


42 . 


































^ 1 sec* 


70 


66 


5j6 


oo 


48 


78 


94 


46 


88 


on 


4 n 
40 


94 


94 


20 


90 


/ 


(37) 






(51) 






(34) 






/on ^ 
|i£U) 




! 


(17)o 


s 




5 Sec* 


31 


5 


8 ' 


58 


19 


6 


82 


' 24 


29 




1 1 
U 


26 - 


90 


33. 


36 




(35) 






(53) 






(49) 






(49) 




«. 


(31) 






10 sec* 


24 


3 


0 


22 


11 


6 


35 


14 


15 


46 


29 


10 


77 


30 


9 




(17) 






(45) 






(48) 






(52) 






(52) 






85 


87 


60 




83 


81 


88 


95 


90 


50 


91 


80 


100 


97 


83 * 


Broad jump 


(33) 






(27) 






(8) 






(2) 






(3) 






68 


•71 


39 


90 


81 


71 


94 


93 


86 


95 


84 


95 . 


' 94 


83. 


85 


HooQ on onf> ■fort^ 


(37) 






(51) 






(33) 






(20) 






(17) 


* 




. 15 


24 


13 




60 


40 


on 
oU 




62 ,7 


84 


87 


75 


92 


90 


73 




(27) 






(51) 






(50) 






(51) 






(50) 






Forward neei">tO'~toe 


9 


10 


8 


42 


19 


12 : 


67 


45 


15 


90 


49 


25 


80 


60 


28 


walH ^ 


(34) 






(53) 






(45) 






(49) 






(30) 






Backward hi^el"*to~, ^ 
' toe walk ' (<j 


0 


8 


0 


6 




16 


28. 


22 


17 


45 


- 33 


10 


63 


33 


9 


(3)* 






(17) 






(35) 






(49) 






(49) 








12 


26 


14 




J t 


1 9 




34 


9 "i 


60 


69 


J5 


00 


on 


4 J 


ball 








(27) 






(47) 






(52) 






(5U) 






LANGUAGE 


* 


45 


24 


*' 


78 


32 ^ 


•k 


85 


51 


* 


45 


20 




30 


42 


« Uses plurals 

t 


86 


31 


51 


Q J 

S4 


55 


74 1 


98 


69 


• 80 


96* 


70 


95 


. 94 


90 


85 


(37) 






/CO V 

(52) 






(41) 






(28) 






^(18) 






Compxenencis colcl/ 


47 


22 


2^ 


69 


57 


48 i 


92 


81 


64 " 


94 


76 


75 


91 


90 


65 


. tired/ hungry 


(34) 






(51) 






(48) 






(51) 






(33) 






Comprehends prepl>— 


48 


62 


61 


80 


^% 


67 


89 


88 


74 




0 J 


80 


94 


100 


75 


SI wxons 


(^5) 






(Dl)r 






t45) 






(50) 






(33) 






vHeco^nizes colors 


43 


11 


38 


68 


33 


35 


76 


49 


55 


71 . 


67 


45 


' 72 


67 


58 


t» , 


(37) 






(53) 






(42) 






(31f 






(18) 






Understands 


42 


16 


16 


46 


36 


37 


58 


54 


37 


/ / 


£n 


63 


76 


80 


59 


opposite s 


lis; 






(46) 






(48) 






(53) 






(-53.) 






Coir^>osition of 


13 


0 


5 


12 


4 


3 


31 


9 


12 


1 0 


1 0 
lo 


15 


4^ 


7 


25 


materials 


(15) 






(40) 






(48)4 






(53) 






(53) 






Defines words 


0 


0 


- 


28 . 


^ 4 


- 


30 


10 




4 J 


1 n 




52 


,23 






(^) 






(14) 






(27) 






(44) 






(46) 






M 

personKl-social 


It 


45 


24 


n 


78 


r 

32 




On 


Xi 1 
31 




43^ 


2ro 


* 


28 


42 


interactive ^ames 


78 


64 


77 




74 


93 


100 


78 


86 


St 


69 


90 


95 


71 


82 


» * 


(36) 






(51) 






' (41) 


• 




(31) 






(21) 






Separates from 


52 


7i 


59 


72 


70 


70 


83 


76 


70 


92 


81 


55 


86 


82 


65 


motTier easily. 


(33) 






(46) 






(47) 






(50) 


:ft)o 




(36) 






Washes and dries 


89 


100 


81 


94 


99 


100 


100 


XOO 


. 98 


100 


100 


100 


100 


100 


hands 


(36) 






(52) 




i 


(43) 






(32) 






(21) 






iruus on cxoutixn^ 


89 


93 


90 


100 


90 


96 


100 


96 • 


98 


100 


98 


100 


100 


100 


100 




(36) 






I ) 






(13) 






(4) 






(5) 






oubcons i^p 


62 


36 


42 


oS 


60 


&i 


89 


73 


76 


96 


84 


75 


97 


89 


82 


Dresses with 


(34) 






(52) 






(47) 






(52) 






(39) 






80 


42 


42 


92 


54 


64 


9 8 


70 


74 


97 


74 


75 


100 


89 


82 


supervision 


(36) 






(51) 






t44). 






(^) 






(22) 






Dresses Xi/ithout 


47 


60 


45 


45 


62 


61 


75 


80 


84 




70 


90 


89 


86 


87 


supervision 


(17) 






(38) 






(48) 






^53) 






(53) 







Tho N £or the Norm* group varies from item to itjem and is presented as the figure' in 
parenthesis just. below tho percent passing for each item. • 
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Using asy a cri-^i^ion for measurin|r differences the number 
o£ itiems on which at least 50% of vthe' PCC',children passed 
an item. and less than. 50% of the norm group^ or the Home' Start ^ 
group passed, it can be seen that there are virtually no 
differences, between, groups of children. \ , ■ 

Table III-2. Number of items on which at least 50% of PCC 

— ' — ; — * ■ ■ ' • * ■ 

, children and less than 50% of the standardization 

' ' ' ^ • ^ sample or Home Start children pass. 





3.0-3ij'3 


3.4-3.9 


3.10-4.3 


,4.4-4.9 


4.10-4.11 • 

— 


Number of items 
oh which more *than 
501% . of PCC child- 
V ren and less than 
3t)% of nofm child- 
ren* pags V 


2 


o 

V 


1 


0 ^ 


0 


Nuin]^er of items 
on which more than 
50% of norm^ ^ 
children and less 
'than 50% of PCC 

children, pass. 

' • - 


5 \> 


A 


5 


3 


5 


- Number of items ^ ^ 
on which more -than 
50% of PCC and 
less than 50%, of 

' Home Start, pass ^ 


4 


2 


2 


■. 3 ^ 


3 . ' 


Number of items 
on which more than 
50% of Home Start^ 
and less *-han 50% 
of PCC children j 
pass V 


1 


1 

' » 


2 

4 


1 

\ 


1 
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As can be seeh from the data presented above, there 
are relatively few differences betweeri the groups. It * » 

shouj-d be noted that'' only ^8% of\ the gtaildardization sample 
Ghi'Sl^dren ^were the children of lansKiiled laborers or unemployed. 
Thus the standardization sajnple can^e regarded as an improper 
cri-terion for measuring the Effects oJBx the PCC program. 

/ - . ■ ' \ • 

The evaluative guei^tion can be* stated as follows: Is 
PCC effective in helping low.- income children to function better 
than an equivalent group of low- income children Who have not 
been through the program? -This question is acidressed through 
the- comparisons between PCC and Home Start data. 

The results suggest that differences on the DDST between 

PCC and. Home Start children are minimal. .It is not at all 

. ■ ■ ■ ■ 

clear whether the absence of differences is a function of a 

f * ' ' ■ ■ ■ ' . 

lack of ^any PCC impact on- PCC children or the insehs-itivity ^ 
of the DD$T to change. The DDST wa^ developed as a test to 
aid in. the diagnosi^s of individual children^^with developmental 
lag .and was not intended for °use in comparisons .between groups 
of children. ' Thus^ i^t is entirely possible that the test is 
not sensitive in terms of relatively small differences between 
groups. * ' , 



Comparisons were made between Home Start and PCC children 
in terms of mean scores by age £or each of the four DPST areas. 



1 ^ 

FrankenbUrg, W.K^: and Dodds',. J.B. The Denvej Developmental 
Screening Test, Journal of Pediatrics , St. Louis, Vol. 71, 
No. 2> pp. 181-191 
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Table DOST mean scores by age; comparison with Hotio * 

Start data. * 



AGli 


DDST r.ECTION 


PCC (1) 


IlOMii. START (2 


) 




Fine inctor 


N 
H 
S.O. 


*45 
1.6 . 


18 
1.5 


tl-2 " .67 


Y ^ 


Gross motor 

w 


M 
S*D. 
» 


37 . 
J. u 
1.4 


21 
2.2 
1.5 


tl-2 = 2.0 
P < . 05 


E 
A 

R 
S 


Language 


N 
M 
S.D. 


40 
1.4 
1.1 


17 
2.2 
1.5 


tl-2 = -2.2 
. P<.05 




Personal-Social 


N 
M 
S,D. 


44 

4 . / 

1.6^ 


21 . 
4.4 
1.8 


tl-2 « .69 . 
K.S. 


• 


Fine motor 


N 
M 
S.D. 


78 
5.6 
1,7 


31 
5.9 
2.0 


tl-2 = -.78 
N.S. 


3.4 - 
3.9 


Gross motor 


N 
' M 
S.D, 


70 
3.7 
1.8 


31 
3.4 
1.6 


ti-2 = .79 
N.S. 


X 
H 
A 
R 
S 


Xianguac|e 


N 
S.D, 


73 

. 0 

1.7 


31 
1.6 


N.S. 


Personal— Social 


N 
M 
S.D. 


76 
5 1 
1.8 


1.4 ^ - 


tl-2 = -1.1 
N.S. 




Fine- motor 


M 
S.D. 


83 
7.0 
1.7 


48 

6.7 
2.0 


• ^ J. 

N.S. 


3.10- 
4.3 


Gross motor 
• 


' N 
M 
S.D* 


78 
4.7 
1.5 


51 
4.3' 
1.7 


tl— !? e: > An 

N.S. 


Y 
£ 
A 


Language 


N 
M 
S.D. 


^\ • 
. 3.6^ 

1.6 


49 
3.2 * 
1.7 


tl«2 « 1.35 
N.S. 


R 
S 


Personal-Social 

/ 


N 1 

M 1 

s.dJ 


78 
5.7 
1.4 


51 jtl-.2 « --.83 - 
5.9 N.S. 

1.2 ' 




Fine motor 


N 

H . 
S.D. 


42 
7.3 
1.7 


20 
7.6 
2.1 


tl-2 = -.59 
, N.S. 




4.4- 
4.9 ^ 


Gross motor 


N 
M 
S.D., 


44 

S.O 
1.8 


4.5 
l.S 


U-2 « 1.05 i 
N.S. 


Y 

A 

R 


Language 


• N 
M 
S.D. 


45 
4.0 
1.7 


20 
3.7 
1.4 


tl-.2 « .68 
N.S. 


S 


Personal-Social 


N 
M 
S.D. 


28 
6.2 
1.3 


40 
6.0 
1.2 


tl-2 « .64 
N.S. 




Fine motor 

L_ 


N 
M 
S.D. 


29 
7.6 
1.4 


41 
7.1 
2.0 


a-2 « 1.15 

N.S. 


4.10 - 
4.11 


Gross motor \ 


H 
M 
S.D. 


5.4 
1.5 


40 
4.7 
1.7 


tl-2 "1.77 
N.S. 


Y 
£ 

' R 


Language 


N 
M 
S.D. 


29 
4.6 
1.0 


41 
3.7 
1.6 


tl-2 ^ 2.65 
P <.01 


S 


Personal-Social 


N 
H 
S.D. 


28 
6.2 
1.3 


40 
6.0 
1*2 


tl-2 ^ .64 
N.S. 

= ■ — 
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< As can be seen from the data presented in TablellII-4r ' - 
differences in. terms of ir.ean scores between, PCC children and 
children just entering into the Hofae Start program are generally 
hot significant. Only tliree of the differences are statistically 
significant r and one of these differences -favors the pre-Home'' 
Start children. These few differences can 'jprobably be attributed 

"4 ■ ^ ■ . ■ 

to chance variation. . Thus, the 'suppo'sition that^-^cC has an impaqt 
on >«5hildren, as 'measured by compaa^ison with an untreated gro^p in 



terms of DDST scores, cannot be upheld. 
Table IXr~5. Mean scores by sex. 



c3 f 



DDST SECTION 



MALK CH 



FEMALE ill 



Fine motor 



N 

'M ■ 
3..D, 



127 
5.11 
■ 1 .85 



J.48 . 

6.46 
' 1.98 



tl-2 =5 -1.50 
N.S. 



Gross mot6r 



N 
> M 
S.D. 



114 
4.33 
1.75 



143 
4.31 ' 
1.84 . 



tl-2 = - .11 
N.S. 



Language 



N 
M 

S.D. 



120 
3.. 18 
1.72 



149 
3.16 
1.88 



tl-2 



N.S. 



,11 



Personal/Social N 

M 

' S.D. 



122. 
5.30 
1.64 



144 
.5.50 
1.60 



tl-2 r - .98 
N.S. 



There are ho significant differences between males^^and females-. 



This is consistent with Frankenburg' origina 
no systematic differences between boys and girls. 



which revealed 



Ibid. 
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/"^.Mean score comparisons between .PCQ and Home Start boys 

and girls at every age group show^onl^y-- two significant differ-* ^ 

V, ' ' • * " • 

ences* Thk^fe data are presented in the appendix, Qne of rhese . 

differences favors the Home Start childreh. Since two sig- 

nificant' differences out of a possible 39 comparisons' could 

» 

be expected. on the basis 6f chance alone ^ it can be conclude 
that there are simply no differences between PCC and «Home 
Starts children, among either boys or girls, at any age, in 
terms of the data collected. 
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. Table Moan scores by ago and locale'. ^ 



AGK 



3,0 
3.3 

Y 

A 

R 
S 



Fino motor 



Grosa motor 



Lemguagc 



Personal-Social 



3.4 
3.9 

Y 
£ 
A 
R 



4.3 

Y 
B 
A 
R 
S- 



4.4 
4.9 

Y 
E 
A 
R 

S 



PDSY SECTION 



N 
M 
S.D, 



N 
M 
S.D. 



.24 
4.58 
1*58 



19 



M 
S.D. 



N 
H 
SwD. 



Fine motor 



N 
S.D. 



Gross motor 



N 
M 
S.D. 



Language 



N 
H 
S.D. 



personal-Social 



N 
M 
S.D. 



Fine motor 



N 
M 

s.d; 



'3.16 
1,35 



21 , 
i;29 
.98 



23 V 
?*1.60 



45 
5.93 
1.73 



40 
4.32 
1.65 



21 
4.48 
1.62 



18 
2.83 
1.54 



tf-2 =»' .22 
N*S. 



19 
1.58 
1.14 



21 
4.14 
1.52 



33 
5.27 
1.5f 



tl-2 « .71 
N.S. 



tl-2 -.9.3 
N.S. 



tl-2 =? 2.25 
V <.05 . 



tl-.2 « 1.83 
N.S. 



42 
2.71 
1.56 



44 

5.23 
1.80 



41 

7.32 
1.67 



Gross motor 



N 
M 
S.D. 



Language 



N 
M 
S.t). 



Personal-Social 



N 
M 
S.D. 



30 
2.93 
1.67 



31 
2,45 
1.83 



32 
4.84 
1.66 



tl-2, ^ 3.7.5 
p <.001 



tl-2 « .*70 
N.S. 



« 1.02 
t).S. 



41 
6S<3 
X.57 



tX^2 = .55' 
'N.S. 



40 
5.18 
1.32 



41 
3.76 
1.68 



38 
5.60 
1.53 



38 
4.16 
1.42 



I ^l^Z = 3.92 
i P<.Q01 



42 
3.48 
1.59 



; ia-2 = .90 
' U.S. 



40 
5'. 85 
1.30 



; tX-2 « -.69 

: N.S. 



Fine motor 



N 
M 
S.D. 



Grops motor 



N 
M 
S.D. 



18 
7.06 
1.43 



Language 



N 
M 
S.D, 



18 
5.00 
1.76 



18 
4.11 
1.29 



Personal-Social 



N 
M 
S.D. 



4.10- 
4.11 

y 

E 
A 
R 
S 



Fine motor 



N 
M 
S.D. 



Gross motor 



N 
* M 
S.D. 



Language 



N 
M 
•S.D. 



Personal-Social 



H 
S.D, 



17 
5.76 
1.52 



17 
7.53 
1.58 



5.24 
1.70 



17 
4.53 
1.09 



15 
6*00 
1.59 



24 
7-.42 
1.87 



tl-2 = -i70 
N.S. 



26 
4.96 
1.87 



tl-2 .07 
N.S. 



27 
3.89 
1.93 



25 
5.72 
1.31 



12 

- 7..'58 
i,04 



13 
5.^4 
1.08 



tl-2 .45 
N.S. , 



tl-.2 = .09 
N.S. 



tl-2 = -.10. 

n:s. 



12 
4.58 
.95 



13 
6. 38 
•.92 



tl-2 =^ -.58 , 
N.S, 



tl-*2 = -.13 
N.S. 



tl-2 -.79 
N.S. 



III-IO, 

0. 1) 0 0 4 



Although several differences are statistically significant, 
there are no consistent differences between rural and urban PCCs 
in terms of the impact they have on children,. 



Table iix-7 . Mean scores by agfe and longevity. 



ERIC 



AGE 


DDST 
SKCTION 


Less 
than 
X-1/2 
yrs , in 
prog, 
(X) . 


T-1/2' 
to 3 
yrs, 

in 

prog,. 
(21 


Over 
3 yrs. 
in 

prog>. 
(3) ^ 




3.0 - 
3.3 

Y 

E 

A 

R 

S 


Fine motor N 
M 
S.D.' 


21 
4,48 
1.50 


16 
4 .25 
1.75 


8 

5.25 
1,30 


ti-2 = .45 

N.S. 
tl-3 = -1.28 

N.S. 
t2-3 ° -1,.40 

N.S. 


Gross motor N 
. M 
S.0» 


17 
3,12 
1.60 


14 
2,71 
1.22 


6 

'3.33 
1.37^ 


tl-2 = .82 

N.S, 
tl— 3 s — .\28 

N.S, 
t2-3 « -.98 

N.S. 


Language * M 
M 
S.D. 


1.44 

1.01 


15 

.93" 
.77 


7 

2.43 
1.05 


tl-2 « 1.70, 
N.S. - 

tl-3 « -2.20 
P<.05 

t2-.3 « -3.75 
P<-01 


Personal- K r 21 
Social \ 

Mi 4.48 

S,D. j 1.47 


16 
4.75 
1.82 


7 

5.00 
1.60 


a-2 « -.51 
N.S. 

tl-3 « -.80 

r N.S« 

t2-3 « -.30 
• w.s; 


3.4 - 
3.9 

y 

E 
A 
R 
S 


Fine motor ^ K 
M 
S.D. 


41 
5.66 
1.48 


13 
5.00 
1.66 


24 
6.00 
1.92 


-tl-2 « 1.46 

N.S. 
tl-3 = -.85 

N.S. 

. t2-3' ^ -1.63 
1 N.S. 


Gross motor N 
M 
S.D.- 


'37 

; 3.43 
1»67 


11 t 
3.73 
1.81 


22 
4.23 
1.88 


tl-2 « -.52 

K.S. ' 
tl-3 « -1.90 

P<.05 
t2-3 = -0.73 

N.S. 


Lzmguage . U 

S^D. 


39 
2.62 
1.60 


11 
1.91 
1.50 


23 
2.91 
1.82 


tt-2 = 1.36 

N.S. 
tl-3 = -.70 

N.S. 
t2-3 ^ -1.58 

N.S. 


Personal- N 
Social 

M 
S.D. 


41 
5.05 
1.71 


13 
4.77^ 
1.76 


1 22 
j 5.27 
1.79 


tl-2 .54 

U.S. 
tl-3 = -.52 

H.S. 
t2-3 - -.83 

N.S. 



. r 
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Table XII-7 - < continued) H^^xn Bcorca^by age and longevity. 



AGS 


.■> 

POST 
SECTION 


Less 
than 
1-1/2 
yyrs . in 
prog. 
<1) 


to 3 
yrs* 
iu 

prog. 
(2) 


Over 
3 yrs. 
in 

prog , * 
(3) 




• 

3.10- 
4.3 

Y 

E 

A 

R - 
S 


Fine motor N 
M 
S«D. 


35 
6.60 
1,48 


15 
7,20 
2.17 


33 
7.33 
1.49 


tl-2 J« -1.25 

N.S* 
tl-3 « -2.21 

P< .05 
.t2-3 => -.25 . 

N.S. 


Gross nsotor • N 
M 
S.D. 


32 
4.62 
1.34 


15 
5.00' 
1.79 


31 
4,58 
1.39 


tl~2 « -.86 

N.S. 
ti~3 « .12 

W.S^ 
t2-3 -= .91 

N.S, 


Language N 
H 
S.D. 


35 
3.20 
1.69 


15 
4,00 
1.55 


34 
3.91 
1.52 


tl-2 w -1*73 

P< .05 
tl-a « -2.29 ' 

P<,05 
t2-3 « ,20 

N.S. 


Personal- N 
Social 

M 
S.D. 


33 
5,79 
1.59' 


14 
5.79 
.86 


31 

5.64 

1.43 
>• 


tl-2 « .00 

N.S. ' . 
tl-3 « .40 

N.S. 
t2-3 =» .36 ? 

N.S.* 




Fine motor N 

M 
S.D. 


18 
7.39 
1.34 


7 , 

7.29 

1.48 


17 
7.12 
?.08 


tl-2 « .16 
^ N.S.* 
tl-3 « ,48 

N,S. 
t2-3 i= .19 

N.S, 


■> • 
4.4 
4.9 

y 

A 

H 
S 


< Gross motor N 
! 

M 
S.D. 


19 8 
5.00 - 4,62 

X.86 ,1.22 

. i 


r : . . . , 
17 a-2 « .52 . 
r N.S. 
5.12 : U-3 = -.19 
N.S. 

2.00 1 t2-3 « -.65 
N.S. 


Language N 
M 
S.D. 


20 1 8 17 a-2 -.08 

4.20 4.25 3t,59 ^ tl-3 - 1.12 
» N.S. 

1.40 1.56 , 2.00 t?-3 =: .82 
? ' N.S. 


Personal- N 
Social 

M 

S.D. 
* 


20 ^ 
^ 5.95 
1.16 


5 j 17 

5.20 1 5*65 
1 

1.60 ; 1.53 


a-2 « 1.15 

N.S. 
a-3 = .69 

M.S. 
t2-3 « -56 

N.S. 


4.10- 
4,11 

y 

' E 
A 
R 


Fine motor N 
M 
S.D. 


13 
7.62 
1.08 


• 9 
7.22 
1.55 


7 

7,86 
1.55 


tl-2 = .71 

N.S. 
tl-3 = ^,40 

N.S. 
t2-3 t=.-:78 

N.S, 


Gross motor N 

M 

S.D. 
t 


13 
5.54 
1.39 


10 
5.00 
1.55 


7 

5,57 
1.40 


tl-2 « ,87 

N.S. 
tl-3 « -.04 

N.S, 
t2-3 ^ -.74* 

N.S, . 


Language N 
M 

' S.D. 


13 
4.46 
-75 


9 

.4.44 
1.16 


7 

4.86 
1.24 


tl-2 .04 

N.S. 
tl-3 = -.90 

N.S. 
t2-3 - -.66 

N.S. 


S 


Personal- n 
Social 

M 
S.D. 


13 
6 . 31 
1.26 


10 
6.00 
1.61 


5 

6.20 


tl-2 = .51 

N.S. 
tl-3 = .17 

N.S. 
t2-3 = -.24 

N.S. 



Three year- old children who have been^^in PCC since birth ^ 

» * • -^^^'> I . 

or since very earliest infancy show a superiority of language 

development over children who became members once they were 

toddlers. None of the other DDST areas shows any significant 

differences. 

In the next* age group (3.4-3.9) there is a significant 
difference m favor- of,, long-term participants m the area 
of gross motor development. " , 

In the 3.10-4.3 year-old age -group longer-term partici- 
pants are at an advantage in both fine jnotor and in long 
range development over children who joined only after they 
were toddlers. 

In the oldest two groups (4.4-4.9 and 4,10^4.11) there 
are no differences whatever in^ terms of lon^gevity of membership. 
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Table III-B. Mean «coros by age ancf involvement. 





DDST SECTION 


LOW(l> 


nXGU(2) 






Fine motor 

X 


N 
H 

s«d; 


23 
4*78 

1.53 


22 
- 4.27 
1,63 


tl-2 « 1.15 
N.S. 


3*0 - 
3.3 


Gxoss motoir 


CI 

M 
S«D. 


20 
3.15 
1.49 


17 
2.82 
1,38 


tl-2 ^ ,73 
N.S. 


■ v\ 

E 
A 


'Languacj€* 


N 
M 
S.D. 


22 
1.68 
1.10 


18 
1.11 
*94 

«h — • 


ta-2 « 1-90 

p<.d5 


R 
S 

V 


Personal-Social 


N 
M 

• S'.D. 


22 
4.41 
l'.56 


22 
4 . 91 
1.68 


U-2 « -1.08 
N.S. 


* 


Fine wotor 


N 
M 
S.D. 


29 
5.38 
1.47 


49, 
5, 82 
. 1.78 


tl-2 = -1.18 , 
N.S. 


3.4 - 
3.9 


Gross jnotor 


' N 
K 
S.D. 


29 
3. 69 
1.80 


J*, to 
1.79 


tl-2 c -.17 
N. S . 


Y - 

& 

A 


Language 


N 

M . 
S.D. 


30 
1.71 


'43 

2.51 
1^66 


tl-2 h .59 
N.S. 


K 
S 


Pe r sonal - Social 


K 
S.D. 


28 
5.07 ' 
1.73 


48 

5.06 
1.76 


tl-2 .02 
N.S. 




Fine^ motor 


N 
H 
S.D. 


36 
6.92 
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N.S. • 
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^ ^Turning to fche variable' of involvement/ irf tf^ youngest 
age group ^ low involved children do signlf^icantlY better in 
terms of language developinent than do children in the high 
involved gro^p. If taken seriously, this would sjaggest th^t 

children who come sporadically and inconsistently ^-.'are at an > 

» • • ■ 

advantage but this is not likely to be the case. It' seems 
more reasonable to suggest that chance fluctuations in, scores - 
account for one ^ such difference, " , 

In the 3.4-3.9 year-old groups ther.e are no significant 
differences in tgrms of involvement. • 

In the 3.10-4.3 year old groups there are significant 
differences whi^ih favor those children who attend regularly 
and . consistently both in the area of language development 
.and in the area of gross motor skills. : 
. ■ . ■ • 

There are no significant differences betv/een the -1.4-4. 9 

» ^ 

year-old groups. • . ^ 

•«» .... ^ 

In the' oldest^ age grou;p, there are significant differences 

in teonns of fine motor ^ gross motor , and ia^nguage^ development 

which favor those children who pa^ticipaibe in the .program 

consistently. ' . / o 

Summary of DDST .findings' . ' ' 

The overall findings on the DDST ^ do not provide support 
for the notion that PCC has. a major impact on children, at 
least in the ar^as .measured. The lack of cox^.sistent signifi- 

' * • r ' 

cant differences « between PCC/^ "^the norms, or Home Start data 
Ccan be interpreted in two different ways : 
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* PCC has no impact on childrfe^ in the areas measured - 
. 'by tiie DDST.- \ - 

? The DDST was developed as a gross screening meagure 

1 ^ ' to identify children with serious developmental lag. 

. The pDST was not designed to yield* scale scores, 

* * . 

although these have been derived fqr the PCC and Home 

• ^ , S'fcart samples. It may be -Shat the DDST is not sensi- 
tive- to differences which are within' normal range^ 

^. In light of the f^Ct th^t there are some differences on 
tlhe PSI/ it seems more likely that the second explanation is / 
corrfect.^ That is, there exist some differences, between the 
treated PCC ^d untreated Home Start children; however, this 
particular test is not sensitive to these differences • 'l^ore- 
•over, within-PCC compar;Lsons , on ^ the PSI but not on.the.DDST, 
across length of membership and level of .involvement, show 
differences in the expected direction. ""^ ^,c,* " ' , 

. • ■ ■* . ■ / 

,While no clear picture has emerged because of the lackf 
of significant (differences in the DDST data, it can be stated 
that PCC doe^^eem tq have some impact on' low- income children 
when compared to other low-income children who have not been in 
the program^ The evidence is ,not strong, but the data are 
suppdrtive of the hypothesis that PCC has an impact on children. 
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